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Abstract 
The problem of the present study consists of the following questions: Do influence strategies used by school principals 
significantly differ according to the variables of personality type (A or B), age, gender and type of school as public or private? A 
total of 148 primary school principals in Ankara (103 state school principals, 45 private school principals) were given two scales. 
School principals use the following strategies at a very high level: friendliness, reason, coalition and bargaining. There is not a 
significant difference between Type A and Type B personality school principals according to the influence strategies used.  
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1. Introduction 
Leadership is a social influence process that is necessary for the attainment of societal and organizational goals. 
Two of the most basic concepts of leadership are power and influence. French and Raven (1959) define the concept 
of power as the talent of administrators to influence the values, attitudes, ideas and intentions of subordinates. In this 
context, Yukl (1994) highlights the concept of power, which forms the basis of efficient leadership, so as to 
influence the employees who would devote themselves to actualize the goals of the institution. Influence is such as 
concept that while it enables administrators to have power over the subordinates , it also requires the administrators 
to make use of certain tactics in order to ensure this influence (Politis, 2005). The principal is an integral part of the 
school and being the school leader, he affects a variety of factors within the school. Bossert (1982) states that, 
“principal behavior directly affects the patterns of climate and instructional organization. In a nested organization 
such as schools, administrators in middle management were once superordinates and subordinates.  The role of 
principal in such a situation is indirect and is that of resource provider, curriculum and instructional initiator and 
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supporter, and as a catalyst in the political arena (school, district, community) for providing opportunities to explore 
different methods of learning (Glascock, 2003). 
Influence is the ability to affect the behavior of others towards an intended direction (Cohen, et al, 1992).  Kipnis 
and Schmidt (1980) have identified seven different influence strategies, which are classified as reason, friendliness, 
coalition, bargaining, assertiveness, appeal to higher auhority and sanction. Yukl and Fable (1990), and Yukl and 
Tracey (1992) replicated the work of Kipnis et al.(1980), adding two more tactics, namely, inspirational appeal and 
consultation. The main influence strategies and tactics used are as following:   
Reason refers to influencing people by having the data and knowledge that would support the demand and 
request of an individual. This strategy requires planning, preparation and the specialization of the one who desires to 
influence. Realities and reasonable assertations are made and discussed so as to convince and persuade the target 
individual (Kipnis and Schmidt, 1980).  Reason has been understood to be the most “direct” of all tactics (Kaul, 
2003). 
The strategy of friendliness aims at convincing the person to be influenced to believe that the influencer is a nice 
person. Sevaral tactics, such as befriending and finding the most appropriate time to make a demand, are used to 
benefit from this strategy (Kipnis ve Schmidt, 1980).  It takes into account interpersonal attraction, impression 
management, flattery and good will (Kaul, 2003). 
The strategy of coalition means arousing individuals in an institution so that they are ready to help the influencer.  
The influencer makes use of “the power of the crowd and being numerous”. If many people demand the same 
expectations and actions from the target person, it is highly probable that the target person will not resist such a 
demand and agree to fulfill it (Kipnis ve Schmidt, 1980). The agent seeks the aid of others to persuade the target to 
do something, or use the support of others as an incentive for the target to agree with the request (Yukl, Guinan; & 
Sottolano, 1995). 
Bargaining includes influencing others by exchanging and negotiating gains and advantages that would benefit 
them. The tactics used in this strategy are based on the liabilities stemming from social norms and reciprocity 
(Kipnis and Schmidt, 1980). According to resource theory of  Foa and Foa (1980), individuals exchange fancy, 
status, knowledge, favor and services in their bargaining relations (Cropanzano ve Mithchell, 2005). 
Assertiveness is influencing others through powerful acts. This strategy includes such tactics as demaning, 
putting deadlines and revealing strong emotions. When the influencer makes his presence and authority felt, having 
created the image of a “ commanding superior”, he communicates that obedience and compliance are expected. 
Displaying emotions and anger also affects this strategy. Making one’s presence and authority felt is a tactic that is 
mainly used in the relations with the subodinates while it is rarely used as an influence strategy in relations with the 
colleagues and supervisors. Fable and Yukl (1992) refer to them as “pressure” tactics. 
Appeal to higher authority is based on chain of command. The influencer makes use of the power of those at the 
higher levels of hierarchy in the organization on the target, which is an indirect means of influence. In this strategy, 
other people and external powers are used to influence the target (Kipnis and Schmidt, 1980). Agents make 
reference to or use the influence of higher levels in the organization to invoke their target’s compliance  (Kipnis, 
Schmid, &Wilkinson 1980). 
The strategy of sanction involves using reward and punishment to influence others, in which the sanction 
involves both desirable gains and undesirable consequences. Considering the traditional approach in influencing 
others, using sanction may seem as a clear influence strategy. However, effective use of this strategy depends on the 
influencer’s access to the punishment and reward, as well as putting them really into practice. Sanction is generally 
known to be the least used strategy, which is used only in relations with subordinates  (Kipnis and Schmidt, 1980).   
The research on influence is generally focused on administrators using influence strategies according to the 
characteristics of the subordinates. However, the strategies used by the administrator to influence the subordinates 
may well be related to the personality of the administrator. This study aims at revealing whether there is a 
relationship between the personality of school principals and the influence strategies they use.  
American cardiologists, Friedman and Rosenman (1974), observed that many patients in the cardiology clinic 
showed similar behaviors and emotional reactions. They identified this behavior pattern as Type A behavior pattern 
(TABP). Type A individuals always move, walk, eat and talk rapidly. They tend to “ hurry” to the end of their  
sentences. Type  A individuals  are  impatient with  the  rate at which things happen. They tend to interrupt others 
and finish the sentences of people who are speaking slowly. They find it difficult to wait for others to do things that 
they might be able to do faster. They hurry themselves in every activity they can. They manage to listen to a 
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conversation and at the same time deal with other matters. Type A individuals always struggle to bring the 
conversation back to their interest. They are often  so  preoccupied that  they do not appreciate things around them 
that are not related to their main goals. The individuals who display just the opposite behaviors of Type A are 
defined as “Type B”. They are more relaxed, more easy going, less competitive and less agressive (Kunnanatt, 
2003).  
There are not many studies about the relationship between the personality type of administrators and the kind of 
influence strategies they use. Hence, this study analyzes the relationship between influence strategies used by the 
school principals and their personality type. In this respect, the research questions in this study are: What influence 
strategies do public and private primary school principals in Ankara use so as to influence teachers? Is there a 
meaningful difference between the influence strategies used by principals considering such variables as Type A or 
Type B personality, age, gender, and thype of school as punlic or private? 
 
2. Method 
2.1. Samples and data collection 
The questionnaire was sent by e-mail to all public and private school principals in Ankara and a total of 148 
principals completed the questionnaire.  103 of the participants are principals in public schools (69.6%) and 45 of 
them are principals in private schools (39.4%). 35 participants are females and 112 are males. Of all the participants, 
38.5 % are in the age group of 31-40, 35.8 % are in the age group of 41-50 and 25.7 % are in the age group of 51-60. 
26.4 % of the participants have been working as a principal for 1-5 years; 31.1 % for 6-10 years, 20.3 % for 11-15 
and 22.3 % for 16 and more years.    
2.2. Instruments 
The instruments used, after having obtained the permission, in this study are POIS Influence Strategies Scale of 
Schmid and Kipnis, and Type A Personality Scale of ùahin (2006). The influence strategies in POIS are classified 
under seven categories, named as: Friendliness, Reason, Sanction, Higher authority, Assertiveness, Coalition and 
Bargain. The scale is composed of a total of 45 questions. Factor analysis (Principal Component Analysis) was 
applied to determine the structural validity of the scale to be used in the study. For reliability work, Cronbach Alpha 
Reliability Coefficient was calculated. The factor analysis indicates a total variance of 37,61 %, (Į=.71) for 
Friendliness;  51,45 %, (Į=.67) for Reason; 52,59 %,  (Į=.77) for Higher authority; 57,63 %, (Į=.75) for 
Assertiveness; 51 %, (Į=.52) for Coalition; 47,01 %; (Į=.77) for Bargain, and  54,07 %, (Į=.70)  for Sanction.  
Further to the results obtained from “Type A Personality Scale” made up of 25 items, while assessing the 
personality type of principals, those who scored one standard deviation above the average standard deviation value 
are defined as Type A, those who scored around the average are defined as mixed type and those one standard 
deviation below the average are defined as Type B. With the purpose of determining personality traits for Type A 
and Type B, the scores of participants have been artificially categorized as upper and lower group (standard 
deviation #  0,5). The cut-off point for Type A and Type C Personality has been taken as standard deviation # 0,5. 
Accordingly, the score interval of participants for Type A Personality is 80,51 - 99.00 and that of for Type B 
Personality is  70,11 - 49,00.  
2.3. Data analysis  
In case of non-normal distributions, Kruskall Wallis H test, which corresponds to Anova as a parametric test, or 
non-parametric Mann Witney-U test, which is an alternative to T-test have been used. In cases of normal 
distributions, T-test or Anova have been used.  
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3. Findings 
3.1. Findings related to school principals’ level of using influence strategies 
The analysis carried out over the total score of principals indicates that among all the influence strategies, the  
principals use the strategies of  Friendliness (96 %), Coalition (95.2 %) and Bargaining (88.8 %) at the highest level, 
followed by the strategies of  Reason (61.4 %)  and Higher Authority (50.7 %). The least used strategy is  
assertiveness (40.1%) (Table 1).  
 
Table 1. Influence Strategies Used by School Principals  
 
Low Average High Influence Strategy N 
f % f % f % 
Friendliness 148 -  6 4.0 142 96.0 
Coalition 147 -  - 7 4.8. 140 95.2 
Bergaining 147 2 1.4 15 10.2 130 88.8 
Reason 148 10 6.7 47 31.8 91 61.4 
Higher Authority 146 39 26.7 33 22.6 74 50.7 
Sanction 147 56 38.8 31 21.1 60 40.1 
Assertiveness 147 112 76.2 35 23.8 - - 
 
3.2. Findings related to the influence strategies used by school principals analzyed with respect to the variables  
3.2.1. Friendliness  
 
96 % of school principals use this strategy at a high level whereas 4 % use it at a moderate level. In this 
dimension, the most used tactics by the principals are “approaching teachers in a friendly manner”  ( x =4.34) and 
“ensuring that employees feel themselves good” ( x =4.27). On the other hand, “waiting for the correct time when 
teachers are to be asked to do something” ( x =3.42) is the least used tactic. Considering the use of Friendliness 
strategy, there is not a meaningful difference between the scores of principals regarding the variables of gender, 
school type, age and seniority.  
 
3.2.2. Coalition 
 
4.8 % of the principals use this strategy at a moderate level while 95.2 % of them use it at a high level. Most 
widely used coalition tactics are “ I gain the support of other teachers so that they would do what they are asked to 
do” ( x = 3.91) and “I get the support and collaboration of other administrators to make teachers do what they are 
asked to do” ( x = 3.95). Considering the gender variable, female principles use the coalition strategy meaningfully 
higher than their male counterparts [t(145)=2.37, p<.05]. 
 
3.2.3. Bargaining  
 
1.4 % of the principals use this strategy at a low level and 10.2 % use it at a moderate level whereas 88.4 % use it 
at a high level. Principals mostly use the tactic of  “I propose bargaining by saying I will do what he wants if he does 
what I want” ( x =4.12) and the least used tactic by the principals is “I imply that he is supposed to do what I ask for, 
reminding the favors I did in the past” ( x =1.83). There is not a meaningful difference between the scores of 
principals regarding the variables of gender, age and seniority. However, there seems to be a meaningful difference 
between the frequency of the public school and private school principals using this strategy  [t(145)=2.05, p<.05].  
 
3.2.4. Reason 
 
The strategy of Reason is used at a low level by 6.7 % of the principals, and it is used at a moderate level by 31.8 
% of the principals. However, 61.4 % of them use this strategy at a high level. Mostly used tactics in this dimension 
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are “Ensuring that teachers understand the reality and facts about the topic” ( x =4.15) and “Asking teachers to plan 
what they should be doing in details” ( x = 4.08). The least used tactic by the principals is “Arguing with teachers so 
as to convince them to do what they are supposed to do” ( x = 3.64). There is not a meaningful difference between 
the scores of principals regarding the variables of gender, age and seniority. However, private school principals use 
this strategy more often than public school principals, resulting in a meaningful difference [t(146) =2.02, p<.05].  
 
3.2.5. Higher Authority 
 
26.7 % of school principals resort to this strategy at a low level, and 22.6 % do so at a moderate level while 50.7 
% of principals use this strategy at a high level. “Providing the support of supervisor informally” ( x = 2.52) and 
“referring to the supervisor”  ( x =2.01) are relatively often used tactis. There is a menaingful difference between 
public school and private school principals regarding the use of this strategy [t(146)=2.83, p<.05].  
 
3.2.6. Sanction 
 
38.1 % of the school principals use this strategy at a low level, 21.1 % at a moderate level and 40.1 % at a high 
level. Principals stated that they mainly use the tactics of “promising a financial reward” ( x =1.79) and “implying 
that it would be difficult to work with the teacher in this school unless the assigned tasks are done” ( x = 1.59); on 
the other hand, the tactic that is least used is “threatening the teacher by saying that his promotion may be 
prevented” ( x =1.22)”. There is not a meaningful difference between the scores of principals regarding gender, age, 
seniority and school type.  
 
3.2.7. Assertiveness 
 
76.2 % of the principals use this strategy at a low level and 23.8 % use it at a moderate level. For this strategy, 
the most used influence tactics are  “I make sure that they understand I am serious about what I ask” ( x =4.39) and 
“I expect the employees to do exactly what I have asked them to do” ( x =4.26). School principals least use the 
tactic of “I ask them to work as I have stated unless they find a better way” ( x =2.26). Although the use of this 
strategy does not show a meaningful difference considering gender, there is a meaningful difference between the 
frequency of public school principals and private school principals resorting to assertiveness strategy [t(145) =3.65, 
p<.05]. There is no meaningful difference in principals using this strategy regarding age and seniority.  
3.2. Personality Type and Influence Strategies 
48 of the school principals in this study appear to be Type A personality, and 43 seem to be Type B personality. 
There seems to be no meaningful difference between Type A and Type B principals regarding their use of influence 
strategies. The most used influence strategy is Bargaining in both groups. The second most used strategy is 
Assertiveness for Type A principals, and it is both Friendliness and Assertiveness for Type B principals. Both Type 
A and Type B principals sometimes use Reason, Higher Authority and Sanction strategies and they almost never use 
Coalition strategy.   
 
Table 2. Influence strategies used by school principals with respect to their personality type  
 
TYPE A TYPE B Influence Strategy 
Low Average High n Low Average High n 
Friendliness  5 43   48  2 41  43 
Reason 2 15 31  48 6 6 31  43 
Sanction 12 10 26  48 17 16 20  43 
Higher Authority 7 12 29  48 10 7 26  43 
Assertivenss - 4 44  48 - 2 41  43 
Coalition 32 16 - 48 31 12 - 43 
Bergaining - - 48  48 - - 43   43 
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4. Discussion  
4.1. Use of Tactics 
Turkish primary school principals mainly use  Friendliness, Coalition and Bargaining strategies; and they rarely 
use Sanction and Assertiveness strategies.  
With the strategy of Friendliness, the influencer tries to create a favorable impression and therefore behaves in 
accordance with the expectation of the target person from him. Using this strategy depends on one’s personality, 
interpersonal skills and the sensitivity towards the attitude and mood of others (Kipnis ve Schmidt, 1980, 440). In 
the strategy of Bargaining, the influencer reminds the target person about the favors done in the past and makes it 
clear what is expected from the target person. In brief, the influencer wants to make an exchange. His own time, 
effort, skills and the organizational resources under his control are the resources that enable the influencer to 
bargain. Women tend to use exchange tactics slightly more often than men (Faeth, 2004).   
Bhagnagar (1993) states that bank managers mainly use the strategy of Reason, followed by Coalition and 
Friendliness. Faeth (2004) maintain that ingratiation and pressure tactics are often used with the purpose of 
influencing the subordinates. Quinley (1996) reports that middle managers use the tactics of rational persuasion, 
consultation and inspirational appeals at a moderate level; the tactics of ingratiating appeals and legitimating rarely; 
and the tactics of exchange and personal appeals, coalition and pressure almost never. The strategy of sanction 
includes using reward and punishment so as to obtain the desirable gains and prevent undesirable consequences. 
However, using this strategy depends on the influencer’s capacity to have access to the reward or punishment, and to 
actually put them into practice. Sanction is generally the least used strategy, which is only used in relations with the 
subordinates (Kipnis ve Schmidt, 1980). In this study, sanction is also observed to be the least used strategy.  
4.2. Gender 
Influence strategies used by female and male school principals show differences only in the case of coalition 
strategies, women using this strategy more often than men. Coalition is a complex influence strategy, as a result of 
which significant and substantial skills and efforts are required. The coalition tactics would entail working with 
colleagues and developing support among them for influences. There is more emphasis on numbers, majority 
opinion and ability to associate with prevailing opinion (Kaul, 2003).  Nicotera and Ranter (1994) suggest that 
women tend to choose more nurturing and mutually supportive influence tactics than men.  This finding was 
supported by a metaanalysis by Eagly and Carli (2003), which indicates that women use more interpersonal and 
democratic leadership styles, while men use more task-oriented and autocratic styles. The “softer” approach would 
include the use of such tactics as exchange, where something is offered to compensate for a request. Behavioral 
expectations might inhibit women leaders’ use of stronger methods of influence such as drawing upon legitimate 
authority to influence a target (Cited in Faeth, 2004).   
4.3. Type of School, as Public or Private 
It is seen in this study that private school principals use the strategies of Reason, Appeal to higher authority and 
Assertiveness more than public schools principals do. The strategy of Reason is the most used strategy in 
organizations. Knowledge of the influencer and the ability in sharing this knowledge is the power of this strategy. 
Reason is used to influence mainly the colleagues or subordinates, rather than managers. It tends to be the first –
prefered alternative among all influence strategies (Kipnis and Schmidt, 1980). Among hard strategies are especially 
Appeal to higher authority and Assertiveness. Appeal to higher authority can be used in one of the two ways; either 
in the form of official chain of command or requesting the high level management to perform what is asked by the 
influencer or to talk to the target person about the expectations of the influencer from him (Kipnis and Schmidt, 
1980).  
On the other hand, public school principals tend to use the strategy of Bargaining more than private school 
principals. Bargaining is one of the soft strategies, which reflects the agents’ perceptions that they do not aim at 
controling the target compliance.  
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4.4. Personality type 
No significant difference has been seen between Personality Type A and Type B principals regarding their use of 
influence strategies. Both personality types of principals use the strategy of Bargaining most often. Assertiveness is 
the second most used strategy by Type A principals while friendliness and Assertiveness are the second most used 
strategies by Type B principals. Jenkins et al. (1967) have observed that type A individuals are more aggressive, 
competitive, impatient, and ambitious than type Bs. The type As also have an extreme sense of time urgency. Given 
their high level of competitiveness, it seems reasonable to expect that the type As will work harder on various tasks 
than the type Bs and, as a result, will perform at higher levels (Greenberg and Barron, 1995). Moreover, Type A 
personalities  have  a  desire  to  be  aggressive,  authoritarian  and  dominant  in their relationships with others 
(Tinsley and Johnson, 1984). However, the findings in this study are not observed to be in this direction.  
 
5. Conclusions 
The conclusions reached considering the sub-questions in this research are:  
 
Listed with respect to the use of frequency, principals use the following strategies in order to influence teachers:  
Friendless, Coalition, Bargaining, Reason, Appeal to higher authority and Assertiveness. Regarding the strategy of 
Friendliness, there is not a meaningful difference between the views of principals concerning the variables of age, 
gender and type of school. The strategy of coalition, however, is more often used by female principals compared to 
male principals. Public school principals use the strategy of bargaining more often than private school principals. 
The strategies of Reason, Appeal to higher authority and Assertiveness are more often used by private primary 
school principals compared to public primary school teachers. As for the strategy of Sanction, there is not a 
meaningful difference between the views of principals with respects to the variables of age, gender and school type. 
There is not a meaningful difference between the influence strategies used by Type A and Type B personality 
principals.  
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